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independent defenses, and, being so, the latter comes within
the rule announced. Of course, if the act of Congress of 1875
was a grant of the right of way n presentr, “conveying a good
title when the road was completed,” as contended, it needs
- noaid from the statute of limitations and would be an ef-
fectual defense if it were not barred by the judgment which
“we have considered.

Judgment affirmed.
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